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place), as the wise Dlotima says to Socrates in the dialogue
upon Beauty;
" This beauty will not reveal itself to him as a face or as hands
or whatever else belongeth to the body, nor yet as an abstract
statement or knowledge, nor as anything at all that belongeth to
another, whether it be an individual being on the earth or in
heaven or in any other place, but it is in and for itself, and i*
itself eternally the same; for every other beauty only parti)
revealeth its beauty, so that itself, through the dawning and
passing hence of other beauty, is neither increased nor diminished,
nor yet suf ereth any ill1* (Symposium, 211 B).
The Platonic form, as we saw, stood opposed to the
critical assumption that generic concepts are merely words.
In this case the real is prius, the ideal posterius* To this
view the label was attached ; universalia post rem.
Between both conceptions stands the temperate realistic
conception of Aristotle, which can be called the "universalia
in re", namely, that form (e?<Jo?) and matter co-exist The
Aristotelian standpoint is a concretistic attempt at a
settlement fully corresponding with Aristotle's nature. In
contrast to the transcendentalism of his teacher Plato,
whose school then relapsed into a Pythagorean mysticism,
Aristotle was entirely a man of reality—of his classical
reality one should add—which contained much in concrete
form which was subtracted by later epochs and added to
the inventory of the human mind, His solution corre-
sponds with the concretism of classical common sense*
These three forms also show the structure of medieval
opinions in the great universalia dispute, which was the
real essence of the scholastic controversy. It cannot be
my task—even were I competent—to probe deeply into
the particular points of the great controversy, I must
content myself with a mere survey of the orientating
allusions*
The dispute began with the views of Johannes Rosccl-
linus about the end of the eleventh century. The univer-

